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Many critics of the Warren Commission’s official 
conclusions most all concur that the expert testimony 
regarding the autopsy and other medical findings is 

inaccurate as well as highly deceptive. This paper deals 
with the medical findings at Parkland Memorial Hospital 
and the Bethesda Naval Medical Center where the autopsy was 
conducted on the evening of November 22, 1963, Testimony 
from members of the staff of these medical facilities often 
shoots down the official conclusions of the Warren Commission 
Report which was presented on September 24, 1964 to the 
American public and the entire world. As will be shown, the 
information provided by the three military pathologists who 
conducted the autopsy is faulty and misleading and they 
sometimes posit different stories. Their official conclusions 
are so skewed that they often come under attack from members 
of the medical community outside of the military. 

The military pathologists who conducted the autopsy 
included two navy personnel as well as an army lieutenant 
colonel. Navy commander J,J, Humes was the chief autopsy 
surgeon at Bethesda, It is important to note here that no 
civilian pathologists were invited to attend the autopsy 
even though Harold Weisberg notes that some of the world's 
most pre-eminent forensic pathologists lived in the 
Washington , PC metropolitan area. Testimony given by Commander 
Humes and J, Thornton Boswell, another Navy pathologist, 
are here singled out to illustrate their innaccura c ie s • 



Commander J.J, Humes testimony often comes up as 
an illustration of how the Warren Commission maintains 
deceptive information* Commander Humes testimony found 
in the Warren Co mm i s s 1 o n ' s exhibits and hearings does 
not add up on one important piece of evidence: the autopsy 

report* At one point .in the Wanren Report, Humes says that 
he burned certain " pre 1 iminary draft notes 11 relating to the 
autopsy (CE 397,p*47). Later, in a different section of the 
Warren Report, Humes says that he burned the first draft of 
the autopsy report (2H, 373)* This is just one example of 
the blatant deception found in the military pathologists T 
testimony. Many pathologists including the one that I 
talked to said that the latter would have been very 
unprofessional: Notes and everything else pertaining to the 
autopsy are usually maintained and not discarded as a piece 
of trash like Humes said he did with his prelininary notes* 
Humes claims that he burned these notes because they were 
stained with blood, but his actions are not standard 
practice* At any rate, his official testimony is in 
contradiction at several points in the Warren Report* 

Humes also has trouble when it comes to his testimony 
regarding the actual wounds that the President received in 
Dallas by the presumed lone assassin, Lee Harvey Oswald, 
Evidence found in the Warren Commission Report would indicate 
that the President had been shot in the shoulder* This alone 
would have destroyed the single bullet theory. The shirt the 



President was wearing had a hole in the area of the shoulder 




indicating , therefore, that the President had been shot in 
the shoulder area not the back of the neck* Many witnesses to 
the crime say they saw the President when he was shot in the 
shoulder including the police officer following the 
President s car* Glen A* Bennett, a Secret Service Agent 
in the President's follow-up car said he too saw the 
President when he was shot in the shoulder. And lastly. 

Secret Service Agent Roy Kellerman, in attendance during the 
autopsy, said that the President had been shot in the back. 
All of the above is in direct contradiction to the evidence 
that Humes illustrates during his testimony. Humes had 
diagrams drawn up which were supposed to represent the actual 
autopsy photographs, which are still suppressed in the 
National Archives. However, these diagrams show the 

bullet entering through the back of the President's neck. 

Most witnesses say the President was hit in the shoulder, 
as mentioned. Many pathologists , including the one 1 spoke 
to, said that diagrams of a wound would not be a sufficient 
piece of evidence in any investigation, and that a diagram 
probably would not be allowed in a court of law. Again this 
represents not only the unprofessional nature of the Warren 
Commission investigation, but also of the doctors who 
performed the autopsy, chief among them Dr. J. J. Humes. 

Dr. J. Thornton Boswell, another Naval pathologist, 
also has a problem in the evidence that he puts forth. 

His own autopsy face sheet which includes a diagram of the 
human body shows that the President was indeed hit in the 



shoulder , Of course, this would be a legitimate place for the 
wound since so many of the witnesses have noted that Kennedy 
was shot in the shoulder. Admiral Burkley, the President’s 
personal physician also shows in his report that the wound 
was located in the shoulder, Boswell, however, says that his 
locating the wound in the shoulder was a mistake and that he 
would have been more careful had he known that his work was 
going to be a matter of public record. The latter is a 
totally ridiculous statement because face sheets are used to 
show as accurately as possible the exact location of all the 
wounds. In an article in the Journal of the American Medical 
Association . Boswell notes: " We documented our findings in 

spades. Its all there in the r ecords . H ( Vo 1 , 267 , No . 20 , p , 2 7 9 5 ) * 
Boswell still seems to have a problem because what is in the 
record contradicts what the Warren Commission's official 
findings were, that a single bullet could have caused seven 
wounds on the President and the Governor of Texas, On top of 
this, the pieces of evidence which would locate the wounds 
cone lus i vel y ( i . e * X-rays and autopsy photographs) are still 
under lock and key. 

Still more problems arise when it comes to what then 
Lieutenant Colonel of the Army Pierre Finck says what 
happened at one of the most important autopsies of the 
century, Pierre Finck declined to be interviewed in the JANA 
article mentioned above with Humes and Boswell, Dr, Finck 
notflives in Switzerland* In Weisberg’s book Post V t e m , 
Weisberg characterizes Finck as follows: 



"Arrogance , self-importance , a determination to be 
judge , prosecution, and defense lawyers, and witness - 
to ask the questions he wanted to answer not the 
questions asked of him but those he wanted asked- 
a scarcely hidden and fierce partisanship highly 
improper in a man of science and an expert witness 
in forensic medicine in a criminal proceeding - 
permeate all 269 pages of Colonel Pierre Finch’s 
New Orleans testimony on February 24 and 25, 1969." 

( Post -Mortem , p . 230 ) 

Weisberg is here referring to the arrogantly given testimony 
given by Colonel Finck at the trial of Clay Shaw brought 
up by then New Orleans District Attorney Jim Garrison. Finck 
said some things during this testimony that goes against what 
Humes and Boswell put forth in their relatively recent talk 
found in the May 27th , 1992 issue of JAMA . During the trial 

of Clay Shaw, Finck had admitted that the autopsy 
pathologists were not in charge of the autopsy which took 
place on the evening of November 22, 1963, Weisberg notes 
in Post-Mortem that Finck said: M An Army General , I don’t 

remember his name . . . was running the show"(p. 234, from 
testimony given by Finck in New Orleans). Questioned further, 
Finck notes that this Army General was not a qualified 
pathologist. When asked if this Army General was a doctor 
at all, Finck notes that the General was not a doctor. The 
next day, Finck changed his testimony to say that the General 
that was in charge was not actually a General, now he had 
switched military services to become a Naval Admiral; Finck 
claimed that an Admiral had been in charge. This is in 
blatant contradiction to what Boswell and Humes concur on 



what happened during the autopsy. Humes says that neither an 



Admiral nor a general was in charge during the autopsy. 

On page 27 97 of the JAMA article from last May, Humes says I 
Nobody made any decision in the morgue except ME. Nobody 
distracted or influenced me in any way* shape, or form. 11 
It seems that Finck and Humes were conducting two different 
autopsies, Finck's claims seem to be more believable due to 
a memorandum which directed them not to open their mouths, 
in essence, about the autopsy they conducted, Weisberg 
claims that the autopsy surgeons were threatened with 
retaliation if they opened their mouths ( Post-Mortem , p . 23 7 ) . 
And lastly, Finck says that the autopsy performed on Kennedy 
was not " a complete autopsy under the definition used by 
the American Board of Pathology . M ( Post-Mortem , p . 23 6 ; from 
testimony given by Finck at New Orleans). Obviously, one 
or some of these autopsy pathologists is guilty of perjury. 

Now for the gymnastic magic bullet that supposedly 
hit both President Kennedy and Governor Connelly- The magic 
bullet, to have done the amount of damage that it did would 
have had to pass through at least two bones, the Governor's 
rib on the right side and the wrist which it broke. However, 
the bullet the Warren Commission shows ( Commi s s ionn Exhibit 
399), has not even got a scratch on it. The bullet does 
not even have a dent in it. From personal experience in 
the Pathology Department at Spartanburg Regional, a bullet 
which passed through bone definitely would not look like 



Exhibit 399. One time, I assisted in pulling a bullet out 
of a piece of intestine that was removed during surgery 
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and sent ot the pathologist. Dr* C,M, Webb, for examination. 
This bullet had passed only through muscle, fascia, and 
lodged in soft tissue, the intestinal tissue. Although not 
the same kind of ammunition as the magic bullet, the bullet 
was blunted on the end and had lost several fragments upon 
impact. The rounded apical surface a oL this bullet was 
heavily damaged. As mentioned, this bullet did not have to 
pass through any bone at all, but it was damaged severly. 

In this regard then, the Commission’s magic bullet could 
not have caused all of the damage that it supposedly did 
and not come out with hardly a scratch. In addition, the 
Spartanburg pathologist noted that the bullet would have 
also had fibers on it that it picked up as it penetrated 
through skin as well as clothes. The FBI agent that examined 
the bullet, Frazier, noted that the only defect that he 
found was on the flat end of the "magic bullet 11 . The flat 
end, of course, does not do the striking when a bullet 
is fired. 

Lastly, the medical opinions of the attending physicians 
at Parkland Memorial Hospital were ignored, and as Weisberg 
and Meagher note, their initial opinion was coercively 
changed. One of the chief physicians attending that day 
was Dr. Malcolm Perry. At an afternoon news conference 
following the death of Kennedy, Perry had said that the 
wound received by the President in the neck looked very 
much like an entrance wound. Of course, this would mean 



that another gunman had to be involved if a shot came from 



the front and entered through the President's neck* 

Nurses in the emergency room attending the president 
said that the wound they saw in the President’s neck 
looked very much like an entrance wound to them* 

According to the pathologist X spoke to a couple of 
years ago(Dr* Webb), the diresction from which a bullet 
entered into a body could be easily discerned by looking 
at the perimeter of the wound to see in which direction the 
skin was pushed upon the impact of the bullet* This 
anyway would seem to be a matter of common sense* 

Nevertheless, the Warren Commission chose to ignore the 
testimony by Perry (his story later was changed* probably 
changed for him) as well as other doctors attending as well 
as the attending nurses which supposedly had had a great 
deal of experience with seeing gunshot wounds* One doctor* 

Dr* Robert McClelland, a physician at Parkland who came 
to the emergency room, said * in his report of November 
22, 1963, said that the President had a wound in the left 
side of his head, specifically in the left temple * The 
autopsy face sheet shows no such wound to coincide with 
what Dr* McClelland has said was present on the President's 
left side of his head* Although this was probably a 
mistake, medical information reporting should try to be 
as exact as possible. 

The problems with the testimony given by the medical 
"experts” during the investigation of the assassination 
of the 36th President could go on and on- However, it is 
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quite obvious that the real medical truth was not 
actively pursued because it would have interfered 
with the conclusions that the Warren Commission wanted 
to put forth. At any rate, this highly unprofessional 
handling of medical evidence would have never stood 
up to the scrutiny that it would h^vrto have been 
subject to if Lee Harvey Oswald had ever had a trial 
for the murder of President Kennedy, any expert 
forensic pathologist would agree with the above 
s tat ement . 



